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Reviewer 1 
This paper addresses a traditional problem in economics but from a new perspective, which is much 

appreciated. I find the study a very interesting one, besides from being necessary due to its economic 

and policy implications. In fact, I enjoyed reading the paper, as the author poses the problem in a 

comprehensible and direct manner (or "user-friendly"), which allows for an accurate reading for both 

experts and non-experts in the topic. 

Despite my previous comments, in my opinion the author should take into account the following aspects 

in order to improve the paper: 

 

- The abstract must be improved. I find it too "plain". This text should be enriched to make it more 

attractive, as the abstract plays a major role in any scientific document. 

- I would avoid the use of the first person throughout the paper. 

- There are some names, acronyms, etc. that are introduced in the text but not previously explained. For 

instance, in page 2, what is BEER? or ERER in page 5 (is it a mistake?). 

- I miss more recent literature on the topic, as it has been widely studied (although using other 

methodologies). In fact, the References section is a huge one, what is very welcomed. 

- Why the independent variables selected are the ones stated in page 6? I miss an explanation on this, 

although I find them very appropriate. Only the "Population" variable puzzles me. Is it habitual in the 

literature? Does it show collinearity with the "human capital" variable? In fact, the estimation shows that 

it is slightly relevant in the long run and not relevant at all in the short run. 

- I miss longer explanations on the empirical results (pages 8-9); their meaning, implications, etc. 

- Related to the results, what could be the explanation for not finding openness a relevant variable in the 

long run but in the short run? 

- The conclusions are not sufficiently attractive, as they do not seem to go beyond the results obtained. 

Some comments on economic or policy implications, and/or the advantages of having used a new 

technique in this field would solve it. 

- Regardig the grammar and spelling side of the paper: i) I do hesitate on the use of "removed from" in 

page 5 to refer to "obtain"; ii) In Table 1, is "Mis186" the correct name for the variable? 

 

  



Review 2 
General Comments 

 

The article's objective is clear and provides a wide revision of the literature. The author claims that it is 

the first article providing empirical evidence on the impact of deviations from the long-run sustainable 

real exchange rate equilibrium on real economic growth rate applying panel ARDL model. However, I 

have doubts about the contribution to the literature. In fact, I think that the contribution is limited. In 

addition, I have serious concern about the methodology implemented. 

 

Major comments 

 

1) The Introduction lacks of motivation. The readers should be convinced of why the misalignment of the 

exchange is so important for economic growth and which is the contribution of this article to the 

literature. Instead, the introduction is devoted to explain the concept of misalignment of the exchange 

rate and the indicators used by the literature to measure it. 

2) Even though, I consider that the revision of the literature is wide. I think that section 2 should be 

rewritten, so that, it becomes friendlier to the reader. There are many references that could make the 

readers get confused. 

3) Justification for the focus on European countries is not given and nothing is said about the sample. For 

instance, some countries belong to the European Monetary Union and the rest do not. 

4) According to the author, the main contribution of this article is the methodology. She implemented an 

ARDL model to capture short-term and long-term relationships. Although, it is true that "one of the main 

strengths of this recent methodology is that not all variables need to show the same order of integration 

to guarantee a long-run relationship", unit root tests must be carried out and provided. The author did 

not say that the ARDL model is valid for I(0) and I(1) variables. I suspect that the variable capturing 

human capital (HK) could be I(2). I have used data from PWT and I have found that HK is I(2). 

Moreover, cross-dependence tests and second generation cointegration tests should be also provided. 

5) I miss theoretical support for the empirical implementation. The estimation of an ad hoc equation 

without a theoretical support makes the article less interesting and appealing. Therefore, I suggest 

working on, at least, a simple theoretical model/framework that could be the base of the estimation. 

6) I recommend to work more on the analysis of the empirical results. 

 

Minor comments 

 

1) In page 2, the author refers to BEER for the first time and nothing is said about what BEER stands for. 

However, it is said is page 3. 

2) In page 4, the author refers to REER. It must be a mistake. Instead, I think that the author means 

RER. 

3) English must be revised. There are some typos. For instance, in page 5, the first paragraph starts with 

"Not only there is no consensus…..". And it should be "Not only is there no consensus…..". In addition, 

next paragraph starts with " According Krekó and Oblath (2020)" and it should be "According to Krekó 

and Oblath (2020)". 

  



Review 3 
This paper studies empirical evidence on the impact of deviations from the long-run sustainable real 

exchange rate equilibrium (RER misalignments) on real economic growth rate. The author applies panel 

methodology to estimate that relation, the author uses ARDL model (PMG, MG and DFE estimators) for 

27 European countries during 2000-2016. 

 

General comments 

 

I think the topic that the author focuses upon is interesting. Particularly, the empirical part of this paper 

could make some contributions to the literature regarding the effects of RER misalignment over the 

economic growth. However, it is not clear which is the main objective of the paper: is the main objective 

to determine the relationship between RER misalignments and economic performance? Or is the 

objective to determine the effect of the RER misalignment over the economic growth? Or is the main 

objective to show that the panel ARDL methodology is the best one to estimate that relationship between 

RER misalignments and economic growth? 

 

Furthermore, the structure of this paper could be improved; for instance, there are parts that are placed 

in the Literature but have to be in the Methodology; in the same sense, there are parts that are in the 

Methodology but have to be in the Data and results. 

 

In the estimation part of this article (Econometric Methodology and Results), there are some points that 

could be improved and the results need more detailed explanations. The explanations and connections 

between the results and the economic theory are scarce. In this way the article needs to strengthen the 

economic explanation of the results, for example, why, in the long term, there is a negative relationship 

between RER misalignment and economic growth? And why, in the short term, the relation is positive? 

 

Finally, the conclusions are really scarce, it seems to be an abstract of the article. 

 

Major comments and recommendations 

1.- Definition of the objective and contributions of the article 

 

In the Introduction part, the author must define the objective of the article and its contributions to the 

literature about the effects of RER misalignment over the economic growth, both at the level of economic 

theory and at the level of empirical estimation. 

 

2.- Article Structure and content 

In order for the parts of the article to be more balanced, it is convenient to relocate its different parts. 

 

In the Literature part, the paragraphs from 'The RER misalignment' (page 3) until 'in the medium or 

long-term equilibrium level but also movements over time' (page 4) must move from Literature to the 

Methodology section or even to the Data section, because all these paragraphs explain which is the 

correct methodology to choose the variable RER misalignment. In addition, it is important that in the 

article it is explained which methodology is chosen and for what reasons. 

 

In the Literature part, the author has to focus more on the Impact of RER misalignment over the 

economic growth, and on the reasons of the economic theory mechanism. 

 

In the Data part, the author has to explain the reasons of the choices of the control variables to explain 

the economic growth. 

 

In addition, in order to have a first impression on the relationship between the RER misalignment and 

economic growth, the article could have a correlation graph between these two variables for all panel 

observations. 

 

In the Econometric Methodology section: 

The equation (1) ARDL (1,1,1) should not a priori be in this section, as the optimal number of lags has 

not yet been tested with the AIC and BIC criteria. 

 

 

Equation 1 should be presented in the most general form possible. The ARDL (1,1,1) form should be left 

for the empirical results part. 



 

In addition, it seems that it is not necessary to cite Ramos-Herrera (2021) for equation (1) because it 

would appear that the article being evaluated is being cited. 

 

Finally, the methodology has to be structured in such a way that it shows the advantages of the ARDL 

methodology over others, and why this methodology is suitable for the objective of the paper. And the 

methodology should show the protocol used for ARDL estimation. 

 

Empirical results 

 

The explanations of the results have to be more detailed: First, the results of the technical properties of 

the estimation itself, and the economic interpretation of the estimated coefficient. 

 

 

Furthermore, the author has to do the Hausman test homogeneity for the individual variables of long 

run. 

 

Regarding the estimated coefficients, it is very important to focus on the economic theory explanations 

about the effects of the RER misalignment over the economic growth, in both long-term and short-term. 

And why (in economic theory terms) the sign of estimated coefficients is different in both cases. 

 

Finally, the format of the Estimated Table results should be more self-explanatory. The author could see 

the articles: 

 

Financial Development, Financial Fragility, and Growth, Norman Loayza and Romain Ranciere (2005) IMF 

WP/05/170 

 

Investigating the relationship between inflation and growth: Evidence from panel ARDL models Cite as: 

AIP Conference Proceedings 1605, 943 (2014); https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4887717 Published Online: 17 

February 2015 Jenq Fei Chu and Siok Kun Sek https://aip.scitation.org/doi/pdf/10.1063/1.4887717 

 

3.- Conclusions 

 

The conclusions are really scarce, it seems to be an abstract of the article. That is why it is necessary to 

reinforce the conclusions by focusing on the effect of the RER misalignment on economic growth and, on 

that basis, what the economic policy recommendations derived from the findings of the article are. 


